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Each South Carolinian, on
average, generates just over
a ton of solid waste a year or
about 5.6 pounds a day. That
is high by national standards,
says Jim London, fellow of
the Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs and associate professor of Planning Studies at
Clemson University. The national average is between 4.0
and 4.5 pounds.
So, South Carolinians generate 3.6 million tons of solid
waste per year. That’s about
900,000 tons more than they
would generate if South Carolina’s rate dropped to the national average.
Managing the solid waste
that South Carolinians produce has placed great strain
on county budgets. Based on
data from 41 of the state’s 46
counties, London shows that
counties' budgeted expenditures for nonsolid waste related activities actually decreased from 1991-92 to
1992-93. But an increase of

almost 45 percent in budgeted
expenditures for solid waste
management drove up county
outlays last year by 2.9 percent statewide (table on page
3). These are just a few of the
findings from a new special
Thurmond Institute report prepared by London and his students.
The growing outlays for solid waste management are being driven by new federal and
state regulations which require
disposal of most wastes in
lined and monitored landfills.
Counties with the largest increases are those that have
decided to move ahead and
“bite the bullet.” But London
expects the counties reporting relatively low current expenditures will also have to
make big increases in the next
few years.
Once all counties have come
into conformity with the new
federal and state regulations,
London and his associates estimate that solid waste management costs (disposal, col-

lection, recycling, and administration) will range from
about $30 per ton in the larger counties taking advantage
of economies of scale to more
than $60 per ton in smaller
counties like Allendale, Calhoun, McCormick, and Saluda. That means per capita
costs will rise in Allendale
County from about $19 in
1992-93 to $67, from about
$11 to about $34 in Horry
County, and from about $10
to about $31 in Spartanburg
County.
What can county officials
do to manage these costs?
Nothing can be done that will
eliminate the need to spend
more on solid waste short of
substantially reducing the
amount of solid waste being
generated. But regionalization can help in some cases.
Disposal costs per ton drop
sharply as the amount of
waste being handled increases. London’s study cites a
variety of sources showing
that costs drop from $100 or
(Continued p 4)
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Revenue Forecasting & State Budgets
This series of
economic briefs
explores fundamental concepts
in economics
and community
and economic
development.

Midyear cuts in the state budget
have become so common of late
that it is obvious something is
wrong with the state's budgeting
system. But what?
Many people point the finger of
blame at the Board of Economic
Advisors who forecast state revenues. But before blaming the
revenue forecasters for the state’s
budget woes, it might be well to
learn something about the
science and art of economic
forecasts.
Economic forecasting is the
modern descendent of the
ancient art of reading the
omens. Today, with modern
computers, there is more
science and less art or hocus-pocus than when priests
used to examine the entrails
of a goat.
If past trends can be identified and if they hold steady,
the forecasts can be quite accurate. Those are two big ifs, and
under the best of circumstances,
there will be intervening occurrences which no one can foresee
that cause errors in forecasts.
The expected performance of the
national economy is the most important element in predicting the
future of the South Carolina economy. Today, economic forecasting
makes use of huge mathematical
models containing thousands of
equations relating certain leading
economic indicators such as new
housing starts, the money supply,
and interest rates to economic

activities 12 to 24 months into the
future.
Economic activity in South Carolina is then estimated based on its
historical relationship to the national economy and certain local
indicators such as population
growth, recent retail sales, etc.
Finally, state revenues are predicted based on the past relationships
between economic activity in South

cent of the forecast, the forecasters perform well. To do better, they
would need to be very lucky.
By that standard, South Carolina's forecasters have performed
brilliantly. Even the most recent
estimated revenue shortfall necessitating a 3.9 percent midyear cut
falls within the range of expected
forecast error. The problem is that
even a small percentage error in
forecasting for a $3.6 billion
annual budget amounts to
hundreds of millions of dollars and causes a great deal
of dislocation and pain for
South Carolinians.
Are the revenue forecasters to blame for this dislocation and pain or are the state
budget makers who fail to
allow for forecast error in
putting the budget together? There is always subtle—
and sometimes not so subtle—pressure on the forecasters to
“find” a few million dollars of
additional revenue in the forecast
so that the pet projects of various
pressure groups can be funded. To
say that the state revenue forecasters should do a better job is to
say the obvious. But by the standards of their trade, the South
Carolina Board of Economic Advisors is doing about as good a job as
anyone reasonably has a right to
expect. The problem with the state
budget process is not in the forecasts; it is in the way the forecasts
are used.

The problem with the
state budget process

is not in the forecasts;
it is in the way the
forecasts are used.
Carolina and the yields of various
state taxes and other revenue
sources.
In principle, the procedure is
very logical and straightforward.
In practice, however, problems
arise because past trends may not
be identified correctly, past trends
may not hold steady into the future, and intervening occurrences
or shocks that no one can possibly
foresee are always affecting the
economy.
As a result, all forecasts contain
some errors. If 95 percent of the
time the actual number turns out
to be within plus or minus 5 per-
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Percentage Budgeted for Solid Waste Management
by S.C. Counties, 1991-92 and 1992-93
1991-92
Budget
Abbeville
Aiken
Allendale
Anderson
Bamberg
Beaufort
Berkeley
Calhoun
Charleston
Cherokee
Chester
Chesterfield
Clarendon
Colleton
Darlington
Dorchester
Edgefield
Fairfield
Florence
Georgetown
Greenville
Greenwood
Horry
Jasper
Kershaw
Lancaster
Laurens
Lee
Lexington
McCormick
Marion
Marlboro
Newberry
Oconee
Orangeburg
Pickens
Richland
Saluda
Spartanburg
Sumter
York
TOTAL

1991-92
Solid Waste

1991-92
%Budget

1992-93
Budget

1992-93
1992-93
Solid Waste %Budget

$ 3,245,368
20,000,000
3,332,000
21,915,141
3,469,349
29,083,017
22,054,530
3,039,735
112,514,448
6,000,000
5,870,689
4,800,000
5,449,968
18,833,539
12,542,186
13,673,261
4,003,891
8,130,330
20,963,428
12,944,308
53,009,430
18,087,648
77,291,070
7,830,532
8,729,195
14,000,272
6,776,000
5,805,202
33,610,286
2,421,487
5,820,727
3,000,000
6,088,332
12,532,647
20,000,000
13,754,000
48,835,502
2,937,533
44,475,504
17,143,040
27,787,947

$ 458,589
1,800,000
222,600
1,273,000
142,500
3,392,251
1,877,800
191,288
34,298,616
867,000
670,000
275,000
438,325
779,668
1,229,830
800,000
381,215
840,000
1,329,617
625,646
2,417,168
1,257,121
2,840,940
198,529
157,898
561,078
373,367
341,126
2,981,790
47,822
321,621
165,000
400,451
638,000
745,758
2,195,000
4,655,250
192,398
2,641,029
845,304
1,299,023

14.13
9.00
6.68
5.81
4.11
11.66
8.51
6.29
30.48
14.45
11.41
5.73
8.04
4.14
9.81
5.85
9.52
10.33
6.34
4.83
4.56
6.95
3.68
2.54
1.81
4.01
5.51
5.88
8.87
1.97
5.53
5.50
6.58
5.09
3.73
15.96
9.53
6.55
5.94
4.93
4.67

$ 3,200,280
22,000,000
3,500,000
21,486,556
3,691,248
32,000,000
21,295,000
3,452,986
116,075,926
7,891,850
5,976,185
4,950,000
5,631,435
20,568,683
14,609,608
15,220,688
4,712,673
8,155,452
20,297,256
13,452,210
58,925,908
22,109,908
76,311,584
8,184,957
9,482,725
14,225,651
7,813,424
5,891,331
36,551,767
2,416,059
6,125,594
4,796,000
8,500,000
14,102,285
20,000,000
14,533,000
48,902,419
3,126,047
45,228,000
18,283,953
33,893,538

$ 420,537
4,300,000
225,000
1,822,100
142,500
4,400,000
4,789,879
471,288
37,049,661
1,066,669
678,204
275,000
396,967
689,900
1,531,490
1,500,000
462,648
884,500
1,669,208
482,951
6,764,611
7,154,826
3,750,000
178,326
365,183
922,581
1,036,589
365,000
3,617,102
216,400
357,166
205,316
2,400,000
1,285,898
558,826
1,560,000
6,409,043
421,903
2,361,893
826,563
2,113,529

13.14
19.55
6.43
8.48
3.86
13.75
22.49
13.65
31.92
13.52
11.35
5.56
7.05
3.35
10.48
9.86
9.82
10.85
8.22
3.59
11.48
32.36
4.91
2.18
3.85
6.49
13.27
6.20
9.90
8.96
5.83
4.28
28.24
9.12
2.79
10.73
13.11
13.50
5.22
4.52
6.24

$ 761,801,543

$ 77,168,618

10.13

$ 807,572,186

$ 106,129,257

13.14

Source: Table is based on figures provided by counties.
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See related
story about solid
waste management on page 1.

This information
is reprinted from
table 5 in The
Impact of Solid
Waste Management
Regulations On
South Carolina
Counties, James B.
London, Strom
Thurmond Institute
of Government and
Public Affairs,
Clemson University,
September 1992.
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(Continued from p

1)
more a ton when a facility

handles only about 10 tons
per day to slightly less than
$20 per ton for the state’s
largest counties. Not surprisingly, several South Carolina
counties are exploring ways
to develop regional facilities
in order to take advantage of
economies of scale.
Recycling, London warns,
is not a panacea. “Recycling
costs often have been comparable to projected disposal
costs,” he says. "Recycling is
but one component" of a solid waste management plan.
One effective cost-reducing strategy suggested by Dr.
London is construction of
landfills to hold inert construction and demolition materials
and other debris that do not
require disposal in a lined
landfill. Composting of yard
trash rather than sending it to
the landfill can also divert
waste out of scarce, expensive landfill space.

A new master's degree program in public
administration (MPA), a cooperative effort of Clemson
University and the University of South Carolina, is being offered at
Greenville Technical College to bring new persons into public service
jobs and to improve the qualifications of employed persons. Recipients
of the degree typically pursue administrative careers in government,
employment in nonprofit agencies and in private sector companies that
do business with public agencies. The program is also designed to
enable employed persons to upgrade their education by taking evening
classes and to complete the degree program in about three years. The
curriculum consists of six core courses in public administration and
government and five elective courses. Students who have not had
substantial administrative experience are required to complete a threemonth internship. Electives can be completed on the Clemson or USC
campus. The two universities grant a joint diploma to graduates of the
program. Call Clemson University's department of Political Science
(656-3233) for application materials.

What goes around comes around. Looks like we're
not going to be buried in bald old tires after all, even though they've
been piling up at the rate of 285 million a year. How to get rid of
them? Grind them up, add them to asphalt and pave the roads with
the resulting goo. Science News reports that although rubberized
asphalt increases the cost of pavement by as much as 100 percent,
one analysis in Florida found that the pavement needs to last only
three months longer than normal to pay back the extra cost. The new
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, signed into law
last December, requires that 5 percent of asphalt laid using federal
aid in 1994 must contain scrap rubber from tires, and the percentage
must increase over time. (Reprinted with permission from State Legislatures
June 1992 (c) 1992 by National Conference of State Legislatures.)

The Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs, Clemson University, Box 345130, Clemson, S.C. 29634-5130 Telephone: 803 656-4700
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